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Memorandum No: 14/15-01 

 

Date: April 29, 2015        

 

To: Honorable Mayor and Commissioners 

 

From:  John Herbst, CPA, CGFO, CGMA 

City Auditor 

 

Re: Review of the Sixth Street Plaza Development Project    

  

 

We have performed the procedures enumerated in the attached report, which were requested by 

the City of Fort Lauderdale Community Redevelopment Agency Board (the “CRA”), solely to 

assist in evaluating the Sixth Street Plaza development project. This engagement to apply agreed-

upon procedures was performed in accordance with standards established by the American 

Institute of Certified Public Accountants. The sufficiency of these procedures is solely the 

responsibility of CRA management. Consequently, we make no representation regarding the 

sufficiency of the procedures described below either for the purpose for which this report has 

been requested or for any other purpose. The procedures we performed and the results of these 

procedures are summarized in the report. 

 

We were not engaged to, and did not perform an audit, the objective of which would be the 

expression of an opinion on the specified elements, accounts, or items. Accordingly, we do not 

express such an opinion. Had we performed additional procedures, other matters might have 

come to our attention that would have been reported to you.  

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

In May 2003, the CRA entered into an agreement with Sixth Street Plaza, Inc. (Sixth Street) for 

the development of office and retail space along the Sistrunk corridor.  The CRA committed to 

provide assistance from two of its development incentive programs and to lease office space in 

the project upon completion.   

 

During the project’s lifespan, it experienced numerous cost increases and additional requests for 

funding.  There is minimal documentation in the files we reviewed that show how or why the 

price tag increased so dramatically.  Project cost increases were as follows: 
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Original Proposal, submitted January 2001 $      735,257 

Staff Cost/Cash Flow Analysis, February 2002 $   1,598,008 

Total Completed Project Costs  $   3,753,334 

Total Project Cost Increase $   3,018,077 

 

Two circumstances make it especially difficult to evaluate the basis for the increases or to 

determine whether the funds were appropriately spent.  First, the original Development 

Agreement and subsequent amendments between the Fort Lauderdale Community 

Redevelopment Agency and Sixth Street Plaza, Inc. did not contain a right to audit clause.  

Accordingly, the CAO was unable to review key elements that may have yielded a better 

understanding of the cost increases and flow of funds. 

 

Second, given the length of time between the inception of the project and our review, the 

integrity and completeness of the files is uncertain, and several of the individuals involved are no 

longer employed by the CRA.   

 

As a result, our scope was limited to a review of the information that was available to us and our 

findings and recommendations are based thereon. 

 

The overall conclusion of our review is that the CRA: 

 failed to adequately evaluate the original proposal and subsequent requests for funds,  

 did not provide effective oversight and monitoring during construction, 

 did not maintain its objectivity regarding the project’s viability, 

 and failed to document how its funds were spent.   

The project lacked fundamental project management discipline, from risk assessment and 

establishing proper governance to detailed accounting of funds disbursement.  Accordingly, there 

is no way to be certain that all of the funds put into this project were spent appropriately.  The 

CRA needs to integrate a culture of fiscal discipline and accountability into its core mission of 

eliminating slum and blight. 

 

The attached report provides our review methodology, conditions, criteria and recommendations. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

cc:   Lee R. Feldman, City Manager 

   Cynthia A. Everett, City Attorney 

   Jonda Joseph, City Clerk 
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CITY OF FORT LAUDERDALE 

CITY AUDITOR 

 

Review of the Sixth Street Plaza Development Project with the Fort Lauderdale 

Community Redevelopment Agency 
 

PURPOSE 

 

The City Auditor’s Office (CAO) was asked by the Fort Lauderdale Community Redevelopment 

Agency’s (CRA) Board to review the Sixth Street Plaza project to determine how the $1,166,334 

in loans and grants provided to the developer were spent and accounted for. 

 

The objectives for the review are: 

 

1. Determine the nature of the underwriting and due diligence performed by CRA staff in 

support of the project. 

2. Determine the sources and uses of funds for the project and the extent of monitoring and 

compliance that was conducted.  

3. Determine if cost overruns and funding increases were documented and justified. 

 

BACKGROUND 

 

In an effort to stimulate economic growth within the Midtown Business District, the City issued 

in December 2000, an Invitation to Submit Proposals for Providing Office Space for Certain City 

Offices in the Midtown Business District for the development of a commercial office complex.  

On March 27, 2001, the City approved the proposal submitted by Sixth Street Plaza, Inc. 

 

The project consisted of the design and construction of 8,000 square feet of new office space and 

the renovation of 14,000 square feet of existing retail and office space as well as site 

improvement consisting of parking, landscaping, utilities and other improvements as required by 

code. 

 

The CRA executed the Development Agreement with Sixth Street on May 15, 2003, providing 

incentives from the CRA Midtown Strategic Investment Program ($340,571) and the Low 

Interest Loan Program ($57,619), for total assistance of $398,190.  The CRA also agreed to lease  

6,000 square feet of office space at a rate of $96,000 per year ($16/sf).  Sixth Street was required 

to obtain project financing approval from a Project Lender within six months of the agreement 

date, and to close on the loan within six months of the approval date. 

 

Sixth Street experienced delays in obtaining financing and was unable to meet the timelines 

established in the Development Agreement.  The First Amendment with the CRA, dated 

September 28, 2005, eliminated the performance bond requirement from the developer, deferred 

all payments for assistance until the project was completed, and revised the financing and 

construction schedules.     
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In November 2005, Sixth Street received a $1,450,000 loan from Regent Bank (Regent), secured 

by a first mortgage on the properties.  Concurrently, they also received a $300,000 loan from the 

South Florida Regional Planning Council (SFRPC), secured by a second mortgage.  The initial 

funding from Regent, SFRPC and the CRA totaled $2,148,190.  Compared to the proposed 

construction budget of $1,598,000, the project should have had more than adequate capital. 

 

From the onset, the project experienced significant delays and cost overruns.  Sixth Street 

submitted two change orders to Regent totaling $698,760, and received two additional loans in 

2006 and 2007 from Regent, equaling $837,000.   Between 2007 and 2009, Sixth Street also 

came back to the CRA seeking amendments to the Development Agreement for either additional 

funding or for the early release of funds.  They received three loans from the CRA totaling 

$697,990, secured by a third mortgage, and an additional grant for $70,154. 

 

When all of the original loans and grants, and the subsequent loans and grants are added up, 

Sixth Street received a total of $3.75 million for the redevelopment of Sixth Street Plaza. 

 

During the initial stages of the construction, Regent provided monitoring services over the 

construction draws; Sixth Street, through its related-party construction company, Airam 

Construction, (the owner/developer is also the construction contractor) submitted a monthly 

application and certification for payment request to the assigned bank project manager along 

with the construction budget. The bank also used the services of an outside inspector who issued 

monthly reports regarding the project’s progress as another monitoring tool.  After the bank 

project manager reviewed all documents and approved payment, Regent would transfer the funds 

to the Sixth Street operating account.  

 

Once Regent’s funds and those of South Florida Regional Planning Council were fully disbursed, 

Regent no longer received the monthly request for funds from Sixth Street and its role became 

that of a conduit between the CRA and Sixth Street.  Regent simply held the loan and grant funds 

from the CRA and would disperse the money upon written request from the CRA, directly to 

Sixth Street’s construction account.  In September 2009, the CRA retained Landmark Title 

Services to oversee the disbursement of the final $250,000 loan.  This was to satisfy the CRA 

Board’s requirement that the loan be used to clear the liens from subcontractors and unpaid taxes 

against the property, 

 

The CRA moved into the Sixth Street Plaza offices after completion and has a lease agreement 

through 2016. The CRA is paying an above-market rate for its space under the assumption that 

the higher lease price would provide Sixth Street with sufficient cash flow to support the project.  

It was suggested by the CRA Director at the time that paying higher rates would jumpstart the 

office market in the area, but there was no rationale provided to justify that statement.  No 

examples were provided from other cities where following that course of action led to the 

outcome described.  The present value of the CRA’s excess rent payment (the amount paid above 

the market rate) was estimated by staff to be as much as $581,947. 

 

Notwithstanding the CRA’s above-market rental payments, Sixth Street has struggled to find 

tenants and has been unable to meet its financial obligations.  As a result, Regent began 

foreclosure proceedings, with an expected final date of May 5, 2015. 
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SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 
 

The CAO reviewed the original Development Agreement and subsequent amendments between 

the Fort Lauderdale Community Redevelopment Agency and Sixth Street Plaza, Inc.  

Unfortunately, the agreements do not contain a right to audit clause. Accordingly, the CAO was 

not able to review certain documents, such as the construction account used to receive and 

disburse funds received from the city, limiting the scope of work the CAO could perform.   

 

The CAO was granted access to the Regent Bank loan file.  This review was conducted with the 

assistance of the court-appointed receiver for the foreclosure of Sixth Street Plaza.  CAO also 

reviewed the project file between the CRA and Landmark Title Services. 

 

In addition, CAO: 

 Reviewed CRA meeting videos, agendas, and documentation. 

 Interviewed Alfred Battle, former Director of the CRA, now Deputy Director of 

Sustainable Development. 

 Interviewed Landmark Title Services principles. 

 Traced receipts and disbursements for all funds. 

 Determined which agency/entity was responsible for monitoring the funds and the project 

at specific points in the process. 

 Reviewed documentation related to project including, but not limited to, the original 

development agreement, lease agreement, all subsequent amendments to the original 

development agreement, Regent  Bank’s Mortgage and subsequent Modification of 

Mortgage, and budgets and monthly invoice submissions to Regent Bank. 

Our approach to evaluating internal control is guided by framework established by the 

Committee of Sponsoring Organizations of the Treadway Commission (COSO).  COSO is a joint 

initiative of five private sector organizations, dedicated to providing thought leadership to 

executive management and governance entities on critical aspects of organizational governance, 

business ethics, internal control, enterprise risk management, fraud, and financial reporting.  

The COSO internal control framework consists of five interrelated components derived from the 

way management runs a business. These components provide an effective framework for 

describing and analyzing the internal control system implemented in an organization.  

The five components are the following: 

Control environment: The control environment sets the tone of an organization and is 

the foundation for all other components of internal control. Control environment factors 

include the integrity, ethical values, management's operating style, delegation of authority 

systems, and the processes for managing and developing people in the organization. 

Risk assessment: A precondition to risk assessment is the establishment of objectives, 

and thus risk assessment is the identification and analysis of relevant risks to the 

achievement of assigned objectives. 
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Control activities: Control activities are the policies and procedures that help ensure 

management directives are carried out. They include a range of activities as diverse as 

approvals, authorizations, verifications, reconciliations, reviews of operating 

performance, security of assets and segregation of duties. 

Information and communication: Information systems play a key role in internal 

control systems as they produce reports, including operational, financial and compliance-

related information, that make it possible to run and control the business.  

Monitoring: Internal control systems need to be monitored—a process that assesses the 

quality of the system's performance over time. This is accomplished through ongoing 

monitoring activities or separate evaluations. Internal control deficiencies detected 

through these monitoring activities should be reported upstream and corrective actions 

should be taken to ensure continuous improvement of the system. 

 

OBJECTIVE 1 

 

Determine the nature of the underwriting and due diligence performed by CRA staff in 

support of the project. 

 

Condition 

 

The CRA’s project files were reviewed and staff interviewed to determine what procedures were 

in place to evaluate development proposals.  We noted the following: 

1. There is no evidence that a formal underwriting of the original proposal was performed 

using established criteria for approval. 

2. The business plan submitted by the applicant was meager, lacking a detailed market 

demand analysis, marketing plan, construction budget, and cash flow projections.  

3. There is no evidence of an independent verification of the construction cost budget. 

4. There is no documentation of the developer’s capacity to undertake the work 

5. There was no formal risk assessment performed by management. 

6. There is no analysis supporting the purported cost increases. 

7. There was no financial review to determine if the development’s cash flow could support 

the additional bank and CRA debt taken on by Sixth Street. 

This applies to both the initial development agreement and grant approval, as well as to 

subsequent loan and grant funding requests. 

The fiscal analysis performed by CRA staff in 2002 that is in the files appears primarily geared 

to determining how much CRA assistance would be necessary to make the project viable.  

Several scenarios were run with varying combinations of grant funds and above-market rental 

payments to try to get to a net operating income/debt service ratio that would be acceptable to a 

lender.  The vacancy rate used in the analysis was unsupported, as noted by the developer’s 

statement that “There is no historical data (market studies or comparative rents) available for 
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the corridor that I know of.  The purpose of this project is to help create a Class B market where 

none presently exists” and therefore appears to have been highly optimistic. 

 

We did not see evidence of similar detailed analysis having been performed on the initial 

submittal in 2001, as a basis for awarding the project to Sixth Street in the first place.  For 

example, the construction budget in the Sixth Street proposal was $735,257.  The construction 

budget in the February 2002 staff analysis was $1,598,008.  There is no explanation of what 

increased or why.  When compared with the as-built cost of $3.75 million, it is clear that all of 

the early projections were dramatically underestimated.  In addition, the original proposal 

contained a cash flow statement for a single year.  It is only the CRA analysis from 2002 that 

shows a 15 year projection. 

 

Significantly, the CRA’s analysis shows that even under aggressive assumptions regarding 

vacancy rates, and using an extremely low budget for construction, the development was 

projected to generate barely enough  cash flow after operations to service its debt. 

 

Finally, there is no documentation observed in the files supporting the ability of the project to 

service the additional $1,534,990 in loans it took on as construction progressed.  Had further 

analysis been performed, it would have been clear that the project was likely to default. 

 

Criteria 

 

The relevant principles of the COSO Risk Assessment Activities include: 

“The organization identifies risks to the achievement of its objectives across the entity 

and analyzes risks as a basis for determining how the risks should be managed” 

“The organization considers the potential for fraud in assessing risks to the achievement 

of objectives” 

“The organization identifies and assesses changes that could significantly impact the 

system of internal control” 

Cause 
 

The CRA did not develop written policies or procedures to effectively evaluate proposals from 

developers.  There are no established criteria defining thresholds for project viability, debt 

service coverage, working capital, etc.  Awareness of the risk of failure was not present.  

Expansion of the project’s costs and debt service requirements received minimal review. 

 

Impact  

 

The CRA undertook the project without clearly determining whether it was financially feasible.  

The numerous requests for additional funding, combined with the present foreclosure, clearly 

demonstrate that this development was not viable from the onset.  The failure to rigorously 

evaluate the original proposal, as well as the multiple subsequent requests for funding, has placed 

the CRA in a position where it stands to lose the $697,990 in loans it made to the project.    
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Recommendation 

 

CRA management needs to develop written policies, procedures, and criteria to effectively 

review proposals from developers.  Staff needs to have sufficient training and expertise in 

methods for conducting this review.  These procedures should include at a minimum: 

 Formal criteria and thresholds that the project must achieve to warrant funding. 

 A business plan with a detailed budget and timeline for construction. 

 A market analysis showing demand and comparable rents. 

 Proforma cash flow statement in sufficient detail to permit an objective evaluation of the 

risks and likelihood for success of the project. 

 Credit and background checks of the principals involved. 

 Review of prior projects of similar size/scope successfully completed by the applicant. 

 Additional funding requests, cost increases, and change orders should receive the same 

level of scrutiny, analysis, documentation, and risk assessment as the initial proposal. 

 

OBJECTIVE 2 

 

Determine the sources and uses of funds for the project and the extent of monitoring and 

compliance that was conducted.  

 

Date  Lender   Type    Amount 

May  2005 Ft Lauderdale CRA      Midtown Strategic Investment            $   340,571.00 

May  2005 Ft Lauderdale CRA  Low Interest Loan Program                        57,619.00 

Nov  2005 Regent Bank   Original loan             1,450.000.00 

Nov  2005 So Fl Reg Plan Council Original loan           300,000.00 

Dec   2006 Regent Bank   Additional loan          456,289.00             

Aug  2007 Regent Bank   Additional loan          380,711.00 

May  2007 Ft Lauderdale CRA  Amendment #2 – loan                    228,144.50 

June  2007 Ft Lauderdale CRA  Amendment #3 – grant           70,154.00 

June  2009 Ft Lauderdale CRA  Amendment #4 – loan                    219,846.00 

Aug  2009 Ft Lauderdale CRA             Amendment #5 – loan         250,000.00 

 

Total                          $3,753,334.50 

 

Summary of funding by source: 

Ft Lauderdale CRA     $1,166,334 

Regent Bank       $2,287,000 

South Florida Regional Planning Council  $   300,000 
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Condition 

 

The monitoring of the construction draws by the CRA was nonexistent during the initial phase of 

construction financing and inadequate at best during the later stages.  Based on file reviews, we 

observed that all of the funds held by Regent were disbursed to Sixth Street/Airam Construction.  

However, without access to the Sixth Street construction account, it is not possible to determine 

what those funds were spent on.  While Sixth Street was drawing down on its loan from Regent 

Bank and the South Florida Regional Planning Council, Sixth Street/Airam Construction 

submitted monthly invoices to the bank’s project manager. The project manager also received a 

monthly inspection report from an outside consultant hired by Regent. In the payment requests 

we were able to review within our limited access, we did not note any supporting documentation 

from subcontractors showing amounts paid for material, labor, permits, professional services, 

etc.  During this period, the CRA did not receive any documentation indicating the amount of 

funds drawn down, what they were spent for, and supporting material for those dispersals.  

Accordingly, the CAO cannot reconcile the amounts provided to Sixth Street with actual project-

related expenses.   

Once the $2.6 million in Regent and SFRPC loans were fully disbursed, Sixth Street requested 

and received the CRA funds.  Regent acted as the disbursing agent for all funds, including those 

of the CRA.  However, Regent was not obligated to continue the monitoring practices it had 

established with Sixth Street at the start of the project after its funds were drawn down.  Instead, 

Regent disbursed the funds to Sixth Street upon written requests from the CRA Executive 

Director/City Manager. 

During this timeframe, we found no record in the file of Sixth Street/Airam Construction 

submitting detailed monthly invoices and budgets to the CRA. As a result, $916,334 of City 

funds, whether loans or grants, were disbursed without adequate support.  The CRA changed its 

approach with the Fifth Amendment to the Development Agreement, which provided Sixth 

Street with an additional $250,000 low interest loan.  The CRA hired an outside title services 

company, Landmark, to monitor and manage the disbursement of funds and required “itemized 

lists of obligations, invoices and other documents…prior to any of the third loan payment being 

disbursed by Title Company”. 

Criteria 

 

The relevant principles of the COSO framework for Monitoring Activities include: 

“The organization selects, develops, and performs ongoing and/or separate evaluations 

to ascertain whether the components of internal control are present and functioning” 

“The organization evaluates and communicates internal control deficiencies in a timely 

manner to those parties responsible for taking corrective action, including senior 

management and the board of directors, as appropriate” 

While Regent Bank monitored its loans and that of South Florida Planning Council, and the CRA 

hired a title services company to monitor the final $250,000, close to $1 million in CRA dollars 

were disbursed with minimal oversight.  There was limited communication between the various 
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parties and the construction company was permitted to submit monthly invoices without 

supporting documentation from subcontractors.   

Cause 

The CRA did not have in place sufficient requirements or procedures to effectively monitor the 

expenditure of funds for its programs.   

 There was no right to audit clause included in the contract.  

 Until the Fifth Amendment, there was no requirement that Sixth Street submit invoices, 

timesheets, cancelled checks or other evidence in support of their funding requests. 

 There was no review by the CRA of construction draws submitted to Regent Bank. 

 There was inadequate review of draw requests submitted to the CRA. 

 There was no analysis performed to document how previous funds were spent before 

agreeing to increase the amount of loan and grant funding to support the project. 

 There was no monitoring of debt service or tax payments by Sixth Street after project 

completion. 

Impact  

 

The City is unable to determine how $916,334 (the unmonitored portion) of CRA funds were 

spent.  The project had an initial proposed construction budget of $735,257.  By February 2002, 

the budget was up to $1,598,008.  The final cost was $3.75 million.  There is no documentation 

in the CRA files supporting how the construction costs increased by $3 million dollars, or 400%. 

 

Recommendation 

1. Ensure that all agreements entered into by the City/CRA include a right to audit clause 

where appropriate. 

2. Require appropriate documentation to substantiate reimbursement of expenses. 

3. Develop procedures to provide effective oversight over the disbursement of funds. 

4. Incorporate ongoing monitoring into program requirements to determine whether the 

developer has fallen behind on payments to other senior lenders, subcontractors, utility 

providers or taxing authorities. 
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OBJECTIVE 3 

Determine if cost overruns and funding increases were documented and justified. 

Condition 

 

The budget increased substantially without adequate documentation of why.  The CRA files did 

not contain evidence supporting increased construction costs.  There were no payroll reports, 

subcontractor labor invoices, material invoices, etc. showing the before and after prices.  The two 

change orders, totaling $698,760, presented to Regent Bank were not well documented. There is 

a line item budget for construction costs that shows increases in various categories, but without 

rationale or justification.  There is no evidence that the change orders were reviewed or approved 

by the CRA.  It is unclear whether the information regarding the cost overruns, change orders 

and additional loans from Regent Bank was shared with the CRA in a timely manner.  The 

Application for Payment and Certification delineates the distributees and the CRA is not listed as 

a recipient. 

 

The documents submitted as part of the CRA agenda package when Maria Freeman requested 

additional funds were sparse, lacking any direct evidence demonstrating which costs had 

increased and by how much. 

 

In emails dated June 16, 2008 and July 6, 2009, the CAO raised concerns regarding the repeated 

requests for funding by the developer, questioning the viability of the project and the wisdom of 

investing more funds in a venture that was already experiencing the likelihood of default.  CRA 

staff responded that “I think it is correct to characterize the project as having a high probability 

of defaulting on its obligations to Regent Bank and the South Florida Regional Planning Council 

if we do not allow the Developer to use some of our funds to help finish the project and cover the 

increased costs with additional funding” and “it is also not prudent to attempt to respond to the 

Developer’s request as a matter of protecting the CRA’s financial interest based on past financial 

contributions to the project”. 

 

Criteria 

The City of Fort Lauderdale’s Procurement Manual provides many reasons why a change order 

is permissible: 

 

“A change order is defined as a written order to a contractor approved by the City, 

authorizing a revision of an underlying agreement between the City and a contractor that 

is directly related to the original scope of work or an adjustment in the original contract 

price or the contract time directly related to the original scope, issued on or after the 

effective date of the contract.” 

“Generally, change orders are changes that affect the price or quantity of the original 

purchase order, changes to a purchase order may also be required when: 

 There are required changes in quantities or specifications. 

 Procurement Division corrects any misinterpretations and inadvertent errors. 

 Vendor has submitted notification of change prior to shipment. 
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 Vendor name change. 

 Extension of service is required (i.e. rental, temporary help, etc.)” 

Additionally, the relevant principles of the COSO framework for Control Activities include: 

“The organization selects and develops control activities that contribute to the mitigation 

of risks to the achievement of objectives to acceptable risks” 

“The organization deploys control activities through policies that establish what is 

expected and procedures that put policies in place” 

These principles require in part that the organization develop controls to mitigate business risk, 

deploy those controls, establish responsibility and accountability for executing those policies, 

and take corrective action in a timely manner. 

Cause 
 

The CRA did not have in place policies or procedures to effectively control the expenditure of 

funds for its programs to ensure that it achieved its goal of eliminating slum and blight. 

 

Additionally the lines of authority and responsibility were never clarified for this project. The 

multiple funding sources confused the matter and made it easier to ignore good procurement 

practices.  However, it clearly was the responsibility of the CRA to ensure that actions taken with 

respect to the expenditure of its funds were properly documented and reviewed. 

 

Finally, the CRA staff failed to maintain their objectivity with respect to the project.  As 

observed in emails from the CAO to the CRA in 2008 and 2009, they appear to view their role as 

project advocates rather than as stewards of the CRA’s funds.  

 

Impact 

As a result of the failure to re-analyze the project’s viability in light of the cost increases, the 

CRA will likely have to write off the $697,990 in loans it made to the project.  That is money 

that could have come back to the CRA to be reinvested in other projects to support continued 

revitalization in the Northwest-Progresso-Flagler Heights area. 

 

Recommendation 

 

The CRA needs to develop policies and procedures to ensure effective oversight of its programs, 

establish responsibility and accountability for executing those policies, and take corrective action 

in a timely manner. 

Project management/advocacy needs to be separated from compliance monitoring.  These 

functions have goals which may be at odds with each other and are therefore incompatible. 

Auditor Note: During our review it also came to our attention that communication between the 

CRA and the Finance Department was limited.  The Finance Department had no mechanism in 

place to alert them when the first payment is due from Sixth Street (February 1, 2016).  We also 

discovered two non-related CRA loans on the books of which CRA staff were unaware. 
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APPENDIX 

 

1. Invitation to Submit Proposals for Providing Office Space for Certain City Offices in the 

Midtown Business District 

2. Sixth Street Plaza, Inc. Lease Proposal 

3. CRA staff’s cash flow analysis scenarios 

4. CRA staff’s estimate of excess rent payments 

5. Examples of Application and Certification for Payment to Regent Bank 

6. Lease Agreement extract 

7. Development Agreement 

8. First Amendment to Development Agreement 

9. Second Amendment to Development Agreement 

10. Third Amendment to Development Agreement 

11. Fourth Amendment to Development Agreement 

12. Fifth Amendment to Development Agreement 

13. CRA Meeting July 7, 2009 minutes approving the Funding Request and Fifth 

Amendment 
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